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THE JEWISH QUESTION. 


On opening the Nineteenth Century the other day in Canada, I 
was surprised to find that Mr. Lucien Wolf, of the Jewish 
World, in his paper on the Anti-Jewish agitation had set me 
down as having commenced the agitation in England. Mr. 
Wolf writes, as he avows, under the influence of ‘all-consuming 
indignatién and strong passion,’ fur which it is easy, under the cir- 
cumstances, to feel respect and sympathy, but which cannot fail to 
colour his. statements. I replied at the time that I was not aware 
that there had ever been an Anti-Jewish agitation in England. No 
tidings of such a movement had reached Canada. So far as I could 
see, fully the due measure of homage was being paid by the highest 
representatives of English society to Jewish wealth. We had even 
received accounts, in connection with the last general election, of a 
new political sect which was seeking to identify the English race 
with the Ten Tribes, and to found on that pedigree a claim to world- 
wide dominion. In Germany, as elsewhere on the Continent, there 
has been an Anti-Jewish agitation: in England, I apprehend, there 
has been none. 

It had happened that when I was last in England we were on the 
brink of a war with Russia, which would have involved the whole 
Empire, including Canada, whose mercantile marine would have been 
in great danger of being cut up by Russian cruisers. The Jewish 
interest throughout Europe, with the Jewish Press of Vienna as its 
chief organ, was doing its utmost to push us in. Mr. Lucien Wolf 
avows that the Jews all over the world were united in opposition to 
what they regarded as the hypocritical designs of Russia, though 
Russia might perhaps retort the epithet, inasmuch as her crime in 
their eyes was not her ambition but her protection of the Eastern 
Christians, with whom the Jews had a quarrel of their own. At such 
a crisis it was necessary and right to remind the English people that 
Israel was a separate race, with tribal objects, and that its enmities 
could not be safely allowed to sway the councils of England. As to 
the merits of the quarrel between the Eastern Christians and the 
Jews, there was room for doubt: we had some reason to believe that 
there was as much of extortion on one side as of fanaticism on the 
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other: but at all events it was not an English quarrel, or one in 
which English blood could justifiably be shed. 

I heartily supported, and, were it needful, would heartily support 

again, the political enfranchisement of the Jews, though I do not 
pretend to believe that people who intrench themselves in tribal 
exclusiveness, refuse intermarriage, and treat the rest of the com- 
munity as Gentiles, are the very best of candidates for citizenship. 
But the franchise is a trust, in the exercise of which every one must 
expect to be watched, especially those who are liable to any peculiar 
bias, above all when their allegiance is divided between the nation 
and some other power or interest. The staunchest advocate of 
Catholic emancipation has never doubted that it was right to watch 
the Catholics, at least the Ultramontanes, as often as there was any 
possibility of a divergence between the interests of the nation and those 
of the Papacy. If Iam not misinformed, the movement against the 
Jesuits and against Ultramontanism in Germany—the Education 
War, as it is called—bas found ardent supporters among the Jews. 
Especially is vigilance needful when the equivocal influence is exer- 
cised through the secretly enslaved organs of an ostensibly indepen- 
dent Press. 

If patriotism means merely a willingness to perform all social 
duties and todo good to the community, nobody can deny that it 
may be possessed in the largest measure by the kinsmen of Sir 
Moses Montefiore. But if it means undivided devotion to the 
national interest, there is difficulty in seeing how it can be possessed 
without abatement by the members of a cosmopolitan and wandering 
race, with a tribal bond, tribal aspirations, and tribal feelings of its 
own. Far be it from Liberals to set up a narrow patriotism as the 
highest of virtues, or to make an idol of the nation. There is some- 
thing higher than nationality, something which nationality at present 
ought to serve, and in which it will ultimately be merged. Mazzini 
taught us how to think upon that subject. But tribalism is not 
higher or more liberal than nationality ; it is lower and less liberal ; 
it is the primeval germ of which nationality is the more civilised 
development. Nor does the narrowest patriot make such a religious 
idol of his nation as the Jew makes of his tribe. All the other races 
profess at least allegiance to humanity: they all look forward, however 
vaguely, to a day of universal brotherhood ; they cannot help doing 
this if they are Christian, and have accepted the ideal of the Christian 
Church. The Jew alone regards his race as superior to humanity, 
and looks forward not to its ultimate union with other races, but to 
its triumph over them all, and to its final ascendency under the 
leadership of a tribal Messiah. I mean of course the genuine, or, as 
the Americans would say with rough picturesqueness, the ‘ hard-shell °’ 
Jews. About the position of these alone can there be any question. 
As to the men of Jewish descent who have put off tribalism alto- 
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gether, we have only to welcome them as citizens in the fullest 

sense of the term and to rejoice in any good gifts, peculiar to their 

stock, which they may bring to the common store. But Mr. Wolf 

speaks for the genuine Jew: he rejects, evidently with abhorrence, 

the thought of intermarriage with the Gentile. . 

Of the existence of Israel as a power and an interest apart from 

the nations, though domiciled among them, there can scarcely be a 

doubt.’ One who has deeply studied the question, Mr. Oliphant, ia 

his recent and very interesting work The Land of Gilead, dwells 

more than once on the great advantages which any European Govern- 

ment might gain over its rivals by an alliance with the Jews. ‘It is 

evident,’ he says, ‘that the policy which I have proposed to the 

Turkish Government (2.e. the restoration of Palestine) might be 

adopted with equal advantage by England or any other European 

Power. The nation that espoused the cause of the Jews and their 

restoration to Palestine would be able to rely on their support in 

financial operations on the largest scale, upon the powerful influence 

which they wield in the Press of many countries, and on their poli- 

tical co-operation in those countries, which would of necessity tend to 

paralyse the diplomatic and even hostile action of Powers antagonistic 

to the one with which they were allied. Owing to the financial, 

political, and commercial importance to which the Jews have now 

attained, there is probably no one power in Europe that would prove 
so valuable an ally to a nation likely to be engaged in a European 
war as this wealthy, powerful, and cosmopolitan race.’ Perhaps the 
writer of these words hardly realises the state of things which they 
present to our minds. We see the Governments of Europe bidding 
against each other for the favour and support of an anti-nationat 
money power, which would itself be morally unfettered by any allegi- 
ance, would be ever ready to betray and secretly paralyse for its own 
objects the Governments under the protection of which its membere 
were living, and of course would be always gaining strength and pre- 
dominance at the expense of a divided and subservient world. The 
least part of the evil would be the wound inflicted on our pride. It is the 
highest treason against civilisation that Mr. Oliphant unwittingly 
suggests. If Russia were alone to stand out against such submission, 
even though her motives might not be untainted, she would practi- 
cally acquire no inconsiderable title to the sympathy of the nations. 

The allusion to the influence wielded by the Jews in the European 

Press has a particularly sinister sound. This, as has already beer 
said, is a danger the growth of which specially justifies our vigilance. 
In the social as in the physical sphere new diseases are continually 
making their appearance. One of the new social diseases of the 
present day, and certainly not the least deadly, is the perversion of 
public opinion in the interest of private or sectional objects, hy the 
clandestine manipulation of the Press. 


a IMIM 
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Mr. Wolf throughout his paper assumes that the main question 
between the Jews and their adversaries is one of religion, and that 
opposition to Jewish ascendency is a revival of religious persecution. 
To the full extent to which his belief is well founded, I share his ‘ all- 
consuming indignation.’ Indeed the fear of seeming to abet any- 
thing like an attack on liberty of conscience makes me almost shrink 
from dealing with the subject. In this respect, however, I feel that 
I am tolerably free from reproach. I believe I have on all occasions 
to the utmost of my power supported the cause of perfect freedom of 
opinion. Ihave advocated unsectarian education in all its grades, 
and no one can desire more heartily than I do to see the last relic 
of intolerance swept away from the constitution of the House of 
Commons. But among the opponents of Liberal principles on both 
these points, as I am told, are rich Jews, who have apparently come to 
the conclusion that sectarian education and exclusive tests are useful 
guardians of certain special interests. It seems that in France corre- 
sponding phenomena present themselves. The French correspondent 
of a thoroughly pro-Jewish journal in this country remarks, with 
reference to the part played by the Jews in French politics, that ‘ the 
Jew, when struggling, or merely rich, is Anti-Clerical and Liberal, 
but when he becomes a magnate and wants to marry his children 
to the sons and daughters of “crusading ” families of undoubted 
nobility, he becomes a supporter of moral order and all that is com- 
prised in the term.’ It is possible, then, to be opposed to Jews 
and yet to be on the side of religious liberty. If I mistake not, the 
possibility will become more evident every day in proportion as Israel 
accumulates more wealth, and becomes more identified with the class 
to which the good things and the honours of the world belong. 

For my part I have been all along persuaded that in these troubles 
religion is not the primary but a secondary cause; though, as it 
struck the eye of superficial observers most, it has been hitherto 
taken for the primary cause; much as in the case of Ireland the 
conflict was formerly supposed to be one entirely between Catholic 
and Protestant, and even the Whiteboy outrages, though plainly 
agrarian, were imagined to be connected with the religious feud. 
The root of the mischief lies, I am convinced, not in the peculiar 
creed, but in the peculiar character, habits, and position of the Jewish 
people ; in their tribal exclusiveness, their practice of the tribal rite of 
circumcision, the nature of the trades to which they are addicted, 
and the relation in which they stand to the native races of the coun- 
tries wherein they take up their abode as a wandering and parasitic 
race, without a country, avoiding ordinary labour, and spreading 
over the world to live on the labour of others by means of usury and 
other pursuits of the same sort. They are not the only instance of 
the kind. The Armenians are another, the Parsees a third; the 
Greeks were fast becoming a fourth, when happily alike for them and 
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other nations their country was restored to them. The Lombards and 
Cahorsins in the Middle Ages were examples of the same tendency on 
a smaller scale, as the Gipsies are in a different way. But the theo- 
logical importance attached to the Jews and the belief in the divinely 
ordained and penal character of their wanderings has prevented their 
case from being referred to the historical class to which it belongs, 
and caused their dispersion to be regarded not only as far the most 
memorable, which assuredly it is, but as absolutely unique. 

I had once been listening to a debate in the House of Commons 
on a motion brought forward by that most excellent scion of the 
Jewish race, the late Sir F. Goldsmith, respecting the maltreatment 
of the Jews in the Danubian Principalities, in which it was assumed 
both by the mover and by the Foreign Minister, who replied to him, 
that the case was one of religious persecution. At my side sat a 
friend who knew the Principalities well, who hated wrong and oppres- 
sion of all kinds if ever man did, and who was not a Christian but an 
avowed Agnostic. He said that in his opinion the real point had 
been missed; that the case in its essential character was not one of 

religious persecution ; that the people, a good-natured race, were not 
inflamed with fanatical hatred of the Jewish faith; that a Jewish 
synagogue in one of the cities received aid from the Government, 
The Jews, he said, came among a simple-minded peasantry, de- 
voured its substance by usury, dispossessed it of its freeholds, and 
at the same time corrupted it by the practice of demoralising trades; 
hence attempts were made to exclude them from the country, and 
they were sometimes treated with cruel violence. In Russia, as we 
are told by the best authorities, including Mr. Mackenzie Wallace, the 
people regard religion very much as a question of nationality, deem- 
ing it perfectly natural that a man of a different race should also 
have a different creed, so that the inhabitants of Christian villages 
dwell peaceably side by side with the inhabitants of villages which 
are not Christian. Hence it would seem that in this case again re- 
ligious fanaticism can hardly be the chief source of the popular ex- 
citement. The Germans are being denounced as a herd of infuriated 
and brutal bigots; but they are in reality a kindly people, and their 
history is peculiarly free from the stains of religious persecution, 
especially if we take out the action of Austria, which is really not a 
German power. Mr. Wolf complains of the frequent Boycotting of 
Jews in the United States. He refers, I presume, to the refusal, 
some time ago, of New York insurance offices to insure the houses of 
the Jews, and to their recent exclusion from some hotels in the same 
State. At least I know of nothing else to which the term Boyeotting 
could be applied. In both cases the reason may have been insuffi- 
cient; but in both it was certainly commercial, not religious. No 
New York insurance office or hotel would ever refuse anybody’s money 
on religious grounds. At the time of secession an order, the exact 
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tenor of which I do not now remember, was issued by a Federal 
commander against the Jews, who were plying their usual trades in 
the wake of war; but we may be quite sure that this was a military 
measure, with which bigotry had nothing to do. That the Jews 
should have exposed themselves to exceptional treatment in a country: 
where the principle of religious liberty and equality is so firmly 
established, not only in the Constitution, but in the hearts of the 
people, as it is in the United States, seems clearly to indicate that 
there may be other than religious grounds for the popular feeling 
against them in other countries also. No man is responsible to his 
fellow-men for his beliefs, however strange they may be; but every 
man, whatever his beliefs, must take the natural consequences of his 
actions. He who plies an unpopular trade, or does what is offensive 
to his neighbours, at the same time treating them as Gentiles, will 
be sure to incur odium not only of the theological kind. That his 
ancestors, eighteen centuries and a half ago, instigated Pilate to 
crucify Christ is a very bad reason for maltreating any man at the 
present day; but it is an equally bad reason for allowing any man to 
behave offensively at the present day that his ancestors were mal- 
treated in the Middle Ages. 

In such German pamphlets as I have seen upon this question 
I bave not noticed strong traces of theological antagonism. Herr 
Stocker seems fully imbued.with the old-fashioned reverence for the 
faith of Israel: bis complaint is rather that there is too little of it 
among the modern Israelites than that there is toomuch. The Jewish 
antipathy to labour offends him as a Christian Socialist, with whom the 
duty and the dignity of labour are primary articles of faith: this is 
the nearest approach to religious antagonism that I have observed. 
Herr Stocker complains, it is true, of the attacks made by the Jewish 
Press on Christianity ; but this he might do without exposing himself 
to the charge of intolerance, though perbaps there is some exaggeration 
in his complaints. 

The belief that these troubles are wholly or mainly religious 
flows naturally from the notion almost universally entertained, that. 
Israel is merely a dissenting sect. Talleyrand, as a remarkable pas- 
sage quoted by Mr. Wolf shows, fancied that a Jew was just like 
other citizens, saving his theological opinions, and that when tolera- 
tion was extended to those opinions he would become like other 
citizens in every respect. The advocacy of Jewish emancipation in 
England proceeded on the same assumption, while the opposition was 
founded on that of a religious crime and a divine sentence. The 
result, has proved that though emancipation was wise and right, the 
impression under which the debate was conducted was mistaken. . We 
now see that Israel is not a sect, but a vast relic of primeval tribalism, 
with its tribal mark, its tribal separatism, and its tribal God. The 
afinity of Judaism is not to nonconformity but to caste. If Judaism 
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were a religion as Christianity or Buddhism is, it would, like 
Christianity and Buddhism, proselytise: it did proselytise during 
that period of its history in which, under the influence of Greek 
philosophy and other liberalising agencies, it was tending from the 
condition of a tribal to that of a universal creed, though it subse 
quently fell back into tribalism, Philo succumbing to the Rabbi, 
while the more spiritual and universal element disengaged itself in 
the form of Christianity. A Jewish writer, who is himself a striking 
proof of the fact that the race is much and the religious profession 
little, has said that the Jews no more care to make proselytes than 
does the House of Lords. We may, with Thackeray, smile at the idea 
that the denizens of Bevis Marks are unapproachable aristocrats of 
the human race, but the saying points to a serious and important 
truth. 

It is partly under the influence of the same erroneous impression, 
as I venture to think, that Mr. Wolf ascribes whatever is not lofty in 
the commercial character and habits of the Jews to the ‘demoniac 
attitude’ of Christianity, that he depicts the conduct of Christer- 
dom towards Judaism throughout history as ‘a persecution un- 
exampled for its long duration and calculated malignity, that he 
speaks of the ‘ brutality and infamous uncharitableness with which 
throughout the ages the Jews have been wantonly persecuted by the 
soi-disant votaries of a Gospel of Mercy.’ Such expressions, I sub- 
mit, betray a misreading of history, and one which not only pro- 
duces a misconception as to the main source of these calamitous 
conflicts in the past, but prevents the Jew from seeing what is the 
only real ‘security against their recurrence in the future. The group of 
nations which makes up Christendom emerged from barbarism only 
by a very gradual process, as did.also the nation which deemed that 
it pleased its God by the massacre of the Canaanites with their wives 
and children, and which penned the books of Judges, Chronicles, 
and Esther; but apart from any belief about revelation, and from 
theological questions altogether, it has as fair a claim at least as any 
other group to be painted with historical discrimination, and not 
carelessly daubed with black. Perhaps in regard to the Jewish 
question the self-accusation of Christendom, since its acceptance of 
the principle of toleration, has somewhat exceeded the fact, as the 
self-accusation of reformed sinners is apt to do. Mr. Wolf’s sweeping 
language is enough in itself to suggest the need of historical revision, 
though by most of his Christian readers it will be accepted without 
criticism and echoed with a penitential sigh. 

There are features common to the characters of Orientals gene- 
rally, and visible in that of the Jew, for which Christendom plainly is 
not responsible. Nor is Christendom responsible for anything that 
originally marked, for good or for evil, either the Semitic stock 
generally or the Hebrew branch of it. It was not the attitude of 
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Christianity that made the Phcenician a kidnapper or the Carthaginian 
faithless. It was not the attitude of Christianity that caused the 
Jews to adopt as a typical hero the man who takes advantage of his 
brother's hunger to buy him out of his birthright with a mess.of pot- 
tage, or led them to record with exultation how they had spoiled the 
Egyptians by borrowing their jewels ona feigned pretext. . It was not 
Christianity that penned passages in Hebrew books instinct with san- 
guinary tribalism and vindictive malediction. But a more unhappy 
element probably in the special character of the modern Jew than 
any Oriental or Semitic defect is the accumulated effect of the wan- 
dering life, with its homelessness, its combination of degrading 
vagrancy with unpopular exclusiveness, its almost inevitable tendency 
to mean and hateful trades. And to the wandering life the Jews 
were led partly by untoward circumstances, partly by their own 
choice, certainly not by the attitude or the conduct of Christendom. 
They seem to have been not less unpopular with the nations of the 
pagan world, including some even outside the pale of the Roman 
Empire, than they have been with Christian nations; and their un- 
popularity seems to have arisen always from much the same causes. 
Either the whole human.race except the Jew is demoniac, or there is 
something naturally unpopular in the habits and bearing of the Jew. 

The Christian States of the Middle Ages, in which the Jews under- 
went maltreatment, were in an early stage of civilisation, and their 
religion was bound up, as that of primitive communities generally 
is, with their polity, their morality, and the whole life of their 
people. They could no more help this than a child can help not 
being aman. Historical pbilosophy has taught us to distinguish the 
inevitable shortcomings of nations from their crimes. The common 
faith of the states of Christendom formed among other things the 
bond of their indispensable and effective though loosely knit confede- 
ration against Islam. Into nations of this character the Jew intruded 
himself, well knowing their prejudices, which, in fact, were merely 
the counterparts of his own, but willing to run all risks in pursuit of 
gain. If English adventurers had in the same way intruded them- 
selves into China or Japan before those countries were opened, it is 
doubtful whether the Foreign Office would have felt itself bound to 
protect them in case of a riot. Had it appeared that they had been 
plying trades oppressive and naturally hateful to the people, their 
misfortune, though it might have excited pity, would have created 
little surprise. Their case would have been still weaker if they had 
been acting as instruments of extortion in the service of a tyrant, and 
had been sharing with him the spoils of the people, as the Jews did 
under medieval kings, and as it appears that they did also in Egypt 
under the Ptolemies. 

Jewish writers, in their natural exasperation, are heaping con- 
tumely on the memory of the Crusaders. By David or Isaiah a 
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Crusader might have been understood : it is impossible that he should 
be understood by a Jew of the Talmud and the Stock Exchange. The 
Crusades, like their sequel the struggle against the Ottoman, were in 
truth a defensive war waged by Christendom against Islam, which, 
‘organised for conquest, came victoriously rolling on, with fatalism, 
despotism, polygamy, slavery, and the other Eastern vices in its 
train, till on the plains of Tours it had almost achieved the subjugs- 
tion of the West. The. Holy Sepulchre was the Carroccio of Christen- 
dom, though its position, far in advance of the natural line of defence, 
placed the Christians at a military disadvantage. It is true that in 
Godfrey and his brethren-in-arms there was a strain of savagery which 
sometimes totally overpowered the nobler parts of their character ; 
that they carried on their holy war with the ferocity which marked 
wars generally in those times; and that with their devotion were 
largely mingled the unextinguished propensity to nomadism, the love 
of military adventure, and the lust of booty. Still they were the 
half-conscious champions of that which has been incontestably proved 
by experience to be the higher civilisation, and for the hope that was 
in them they gave up their lands, their pastimes, and the bowers of 
their ladies, and went to die on Syrian fields. So long as Christianity 
is preferred to Islam we must look with gratitude on the stately 
tombs of the Crusaders. The world will have become materialist 
indeed when any child of Western civilisation can rejoice in abuse of 
St. Louis or Edward I. 

Now the Jew was a religious alien, and what his own law, if the 
parts had been changed, would have called a blasphemer in a reli- 
gious camp at a crisis of intense excitement and mortal peril. Not 
only so, but he was a not very distant kinsman, and probably at heart 
a friend of the enemy, occasionally perhaps even a confederate, gro- 
tesque as some of the medizval stories of Jewish complicity with the 
Saracen are. Mrs. Magnus, in her vivid sketch of the history of her 
compatriots, says :— 

Both in the East and in the West the rise of Mahomedanism was, in truth, as 
the dawn of a new day to the despised and dispersed Jews. If we except that one 
bitter quarrel between the earliest followers of the Prophet and the Jews of Arabia 
—and that, we must note, was no organised or systematic persecution, but rather 
an ebullition of anger from an ardent enthusiast at his first unexpected rebuff—we 
shall find that Judaism bad much reason to rejoice at the rapid spread of 
Mahomedanism. Monotheists like the Jews, abhorring like them all forms of 
image worship, worshipping in simple fashion their one God Allah, observing 
dietary laws like to those of Moses, the Mabomedans both in their faith and in 
their practice naturally found more grounds for agreement with Jewish doctrine 
than with the Christian dogma of a complex Godhead, or with the undeveloped 
aspirations of the heathen. And besides some identity of principle and of race 
between the Mahomedan and the Jew, there soon discovered itself a certain hardly 
definable kinship of habit and of custom—a sort of sympathy, in fact, which is often 
more effectual than even more important causes in promoting friendly relations 
either nationally or individually. Then, also, there was the similarity of language; 
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for Arabic, like Hebrew, belongs to what is called the Semitic group. . . . Nearly 
acentury of experience of the political and social results of the Mahomedan con- 
quests must, inevitably, have made the year 710 stand out to the Jews of that time 
as the beginning of a grand new era in their history. Centuries of cruelty had 
made the wise loyal counsel of Jeremiah to ‘ pray for the peace of the land whither 
ye are led captive; its peace shall be your peace also, a hard task for the most 
loyal of consciences; and in that early year of the eighth century when Spain was 
added to the list of the Mahomedan victories, and the triumphant flag of the 
Crescent was hoisted on tower and citadel, the liberty of conscience which it prac- 
tically proclaimed must have been in the widest sense a cause for national rejoicing 
to the Jews. 


It is not necessary here to discuss the by-questions whether the 
reign of Islam is that of liberty of conscience, and whether centuries 
of cruelty to the Jews had really preceded the year 710. As to the 
main point, the passage quoted is correct. History can cast no blame 
upon the Jew for feeling and obeying his natural affinity ; but on the 
other hand, we must acquit the Christian of anything that with refer- 
ence to people in that stage of civilisation can reasonably be called 
demoniac, and pronounce that his rage against the Jew, even when 
most detestable and sanguinary, falle within the measure of human 
crime. It is probably conjectured, if it cannot be said to have been 
proved, that at the time of the Crusades, when all men were hastily 
raising money to equip themselves for the Holy War, the Jewish 
usurer took cruel advantage of his opportunity and thereby made 
himself more than usually obnoxious at the moment when he was 
most in peril. Nor is it by any means certain that he used all pos- 
sible care to avoid irritating popular feeling. He has always been, and 
still is, somewhat apt to presume upon his wealth. This is the cause 
of his exclusion from some of the New York hotels. The bloodiest and 
most disgraceful of all the outbreaks of popular violence in England 
was provoked by the disastrous indiscretion of some wealthy Hebrews 
who, in defiance of a warning proclamation as well as of popular senti- 
ment, had intruded themselves upon the coronation of a Crusader 
king. 

Even on this occasion, however, behind the religious fanaticism 
which is set down as the sole incentive to the outburst, there is dis- 
cemible that which I suspect to have been generally the deeper and 
more potent cause of popular antipathy. At York, the rioters made 
for the place where the Jews had deposited their bonds. So, in 
French history, M. Martin, though he usually treats the outrages 
against the Jews as religious, and descants on them in the ordinary 
strain, sometimes lets us see that other causes of animosity were at 
work, ‘Never,’ he says in relation to the rising of 1380, ‘had the 
Jews been more hateful to the people than since they had been protected 
with so much solicitude by the Crown: they abused the need which 
men had of their capital to suck to the very marrow both the spend- 
thrift nobleman and the necessitous citizen.’ The money trade is not 
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more oppressive or odious than any other trade, provided it is not pur- 
sued in an illiberal and grasping spirit; but there are money-lenders 
of different kinds; there is usury which is fair lending, and there is 
usury which is extortion ; there are mortgagees who do not want to 
foreclose, and there are mortgagees who do. A tyranny not less 
grinding or hateful than that of an armed conqueror or a political 
despot may be exercised by a confederacy of crafty operators which 
has got the money of a country into its hands and makes a ruthless 
use of its power. In the Chronicle of Jocelyn de Brakelond we 
find an example of the prodigious usance by which a debt to a 
Hebrew money-lender grew ; and we are not surprised or much scan- 
dalised on learning from a subsequent page of the Chronicle that the 
worthy Abbot Samson procured letters from the king empowering 
him to compel all Jews to quit St. Edmondsbury, on the condition 
however that they should be allowed to take with them their chattels 
and the price of their houses and lands. It was the period of the 
Crusades, and Samson was an enthusiast, it is true; yet we cannot 
doubt, looking to what had preceded, that his main object was to 
save his people from the bloodsucker. The Jews had a strong 
tendency to congregate at Oxford, a large portion of which is said at 
one time to have been in their hands. We may believe that they 
_ were partly, perhaps chiefly, drawn to it as a seat of learning and 
science; but a university city also affords special opportunities for 
usury, and as the Universities in the Middle Ages were distinctly 
liberal, it seems probable that here again the conflicts which took 
place had a social and economical rather than a theological cause. 
The truth is, religious fanaticism, and especially the fanaticism of 
Christianity, has had quite as heavy 4 load of historical responsibility 
laid on it as it deserves. Persecution, among Christians at least, has 
usually been the crime not of popular bigotry but of wealthy Church 
establishments threatened in their temporal interests by the growth 
of new beliefs. The wars of the sixteenth century, which are always 
called religious and constantly cited as proof that Christianity is the 
parent of evil, were in fact attempts of an enormously rich and 
corrupt clergy to put down a revival of religious life, while the life 
was struggling to save itself from extermination. It seems very 
doubtful whether, even in the Middle Ages, the peasant or mechanic, 
having no pecuniary interest in theological questions, would, merely 
on account of a difference of opinion, have made a bloodthirsty on- 
slaught on a man of the same race, or of a race not hostile to his own, 
who was working as a fellow-labourer at his side. The Cahorsins 
were Christians ; yet as extortioners they were not less hated than the 
Jews, nor was their expulsion less eagerly demanded. 

Into England the Jews streamed after the Conquest, as they 
follow in the train of modern war; and we may be sure that their 
presence was not the least part of the calamity which befell the 
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hapless people. Through them the Norman and Angevin kings were 
enabled to organise vicarious extortion, and though the king squeezed 
the sponge when it had sucked up the money of the people, this 
process while it filled his coffers did not restore the popularity of the 
unfortunate Jews. Nor does it seem that the Jew, to make up for 
his exactions, when he had amassed wealth, bore himself meekly 
towards the natives. Our highest authority on medieval history, 
Mr. Freeman, says: ‘ In the wake of the Conqueror the Jews of Rouen 
found their way to London, and before long we find settlements of 
the Hebrew race in the chief cities and boroughs of England: at 
York, Winchester, Lincoln, Bristol, Oxford, and even at the gate 
of the Abbot of St. Edmonds and St. Albans. They came as the 
king’s special men, or more truly as his special chattels, strangers 
alike to the Church and the commonwealth, but strong in the pro- 
tection of-a master who commonly found it his interest to protect 
them against all others. Hated, feared, and loathed, but far too 
deeply feared to be scorned or oppressed, they stalked defiantly 
among the people of the land, on whose wants they throve, safe from 
harm or insult, save now and then, when popular wrath burst all 
bounds, when their proud mansions and fortified quarters could 
shelter them no longer from raging crowds, who were eager to wash 
out their debts in the blood of their creditors. The romantic picture 
of the despised, trembling Jew, cringing before every Christian whom 
he meets, is, in any age of English history, simply a romantic picture.’ 
The suppleness of the Oriental, which made him willing to be the 
chattel for the sake of the royal protection in his trade, might 
diminish the respect of the people for him, but would not diminish 
their hatred or their fear. 

Like the expulsion of the Jews from St. Edmondsbury by Abbot 
Samson, the banishment of the whole race from England by Edward 
I. was unquestionably intended by the king and welcomed by the 
nation as a measure of social reform and relief to the people. 
The execution of the measure was marked by savage outbursts of 
popular passion against the objects of general hatred; and Jewish 
writers may be easily forgiven for denouncing Edward as one of a 
set of ‘insolent, rapacious, and unprincipled tyrants whose virtues, 
if they happened to possess any, were overshadowed by their crimes.’ 
But this is not history. Edward was as great, as noble-minded, and 
as beneficent a king as ever sat upon the English throne; and he 
must have made no small fiscal sacrifice in sending away the luckless 
race whose craft had filled his coffers and those of his predecessors. 
The situation was throughout miserable; its consequences while 
it lasted were deplorable; its termination was hideous and heart- 
rending : but the English people had never invited the Jews to 
England. 

In Spain the situation was still worse than in England, and the 
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consequences were still more hideous. For centuries a struggle raged 
for the possession of the peninsula between Christendom and Islam, 
by which religious passion as well as antipathy of race was excited 
to the highest pitch. At last the Christian triumphed and the 
Mahomedan was ruthlessly driven out, as, we may be sure, the 
Christian would have been driven out from any realm of Islam in which 
he had planted himself for a time as an invader, unless he had pre- 
ferred to banishment the most abject and wretched slavery. The 
Jew being connected, as we have seen, with the Mahomedan, and 
bound to him by sympathy, shared his piteous doom. In the dreadful 
reign of persecution which followed, after the establishment of the 
Inquisition, the Jew or ‘ New Christian’ did not suffer more than 
the Christian who was suspected of heresy, or, to speak ‘perhaps more 
correctly, of disloyalty to that religions union which the Spaniard 
had learned to regard as the palladium of national existence. Per- 
haps even in Spain the vast revenues of the State Church had as 
much to do with persecution as had the bigotry of the nation; and 
assuredly the religion of Jesus of Nazareth had nothing to do with 
the vast revenues of the State Church. All these horrors now belong 
to the past as completely as the massacre of the Canaanites. 

During the Middle Ages intolerance was universal, perhape 
inevitable, and the Christian heretic, though a native and a member 
of the commonwealth, was persecuted not less, but far more cruelly, 
than the Jew who was an intruder. In England the Jews were 
relieved of their political disabilities almost as soon as the Dissenters, 
and those who relieved them were of course Christians. It is tacitly 
assumed that all the time Judaism itself was tolerant and would 
have established religious liberty had power been in ite hands. No 
assumption surely could be more precarious. Judaism persecuted 
Christianity while it could, calling in the Roman authority for the 
purpose. Ina later age the heresy of Uriel D’Acosta was punished 
with forms apparently borrowed, as has been remarked, from the 
practice of the Inquisition. Spinoza was put in peril of his life. To 
burn or stone him, or any other apostate, was not possible where 
Jewish orthodoxy did not wield the civil sword. The works of 
Maimonides were publicly burned. Instances of anathema and ex- 
communication launched by the priesthood against freedom of 
thought abound in Jewish history ; and Jewish writers acknowledge 
that bigotry capable of anything is to be found among the zealots of 
their race in Poland. Even so liberal an Israelite as Mr. Samuel, 
the author of Jewish Life in the East, speaks of ‘ renegades,’ that is, 
converts from Judaism to Christianity, in a tone suggestive of social 
penalties if not of faggots. After all, whence did ecclesiastics in the 
Middle Ages chiefly derive their notions as to the duty of extirpating 
misbelief with the sword? Was it not from passages in the sacred 
books of the Hebrews? Was it not from the injunction to exterminate 
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the idolatrous Canaanites, and the precepts of the law making death 
the penalty of apostasy, blasphemy, and religious perversion? Even 
the superstition of witch-burning, had it not its origin in an uncritical 
adherence to the Mosaic law which ordains that a witch shall not be 
allowed to live? Among rational Christians the Old Testament has 
given place to the New. But in the synagogue is not the Old Testa- 
ment still read as the final expression of the Divine Will? Is not 
the Feast of Purim still kept by the Hebrew race? If so, Judaism 
ought to be cautious how it applies such epithets as demoniac to 
Christendom on account of any misdeeds of the ignorant and irra- 
tional past. 

Mr. Wolf ascribes the abandonment of husbandry by the Jews to 
the cruel bigotry of Christian rulers, who forbade them to hold Chris- 
tians as farm-slaves, it being regarded as out of the question that a 
Jew should put his own hand to the plough. Would the Jews in 
their own country, or in any country where they were dominant, 
have allowed Christians to hold Jews as slaves? Mr. Samuel, the 
Jewish writer already mentioned, says, ‘ A Jewish servant or labourer 
is almost unknown in Egypt, our people here as elsewhere being 
infected with that dislike for manual labour and that preference for 
earning their living with their heads which is at once the strength of 
our upper and the destruction of our lower classes.’ The destruction, 
then, of the lower .classes among the Jews, their economical destruc- 
tion at least, is not to be laid at the door of Christendom. Their 
propensities with regard to labour are the same in the East and in 
their own land as in the Christian countries of the West. It is true 
that in those happier days when, instead of Rabbinism and the 
Cabala, they were producing a great religion, and memorably contri- 
bating to the progress of humanity, the Jews were, as Mr. Wolf re- 
minds us, a community of husbandmen; but they have now been so 
long a wandering race, ‘ preferring to earn their living with their 
heads,’ that the tendency is ingrained, and cannot be altered by any- 
thing that Christendom can do. Not even in lands where they have 
been longest and most completely emancipated, such as Holland and 
the United States, have the Jews, it is believed, shown any disposi- 
tion to return to the blameless industry any more than to the simple 
and devout character of the husbandmen who gathered in the Courts 
of Zion. The same thing would probably have befallen the Greeks 
had they, like the Jews, been permanently converted into a race 
without a home. For such habits, whether formed by an individual 
or a race, humanity is not responsible, nor can it prevent them from 
bearing their natural fruits. The one valid ground of complaint 
which the Jews have in this respect is the medieval prohibition of 
usury, which, so far as it was operative, tended no doubt at once to 
throw the trade into the hands of the Hebrews, and to degrade it. But 
this again had its origin mainly in the Hebrew law, though that law 
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makes a tribal distinction between taking interest of a Hebrew and 
taking it of a stranger. 

Again, it is constantly asserted that the Jews during the Middle 
Ages were rendering some brilliant services to civilisation when their 
beneficent efforts were arrested by the intolerance and folly of Chris- 
tianity. Christendom, it is said, was wasting itself in the pursuit of a 
spiritual ideal, in crusades, in religious art, and scholastic philosophy, 
while the Jew was promoting the real welfare of mankind, by found- 
ing medicine and developing trade. Scholastic philosopby need 
hardly shrink from comparison in point of practical utility with the 
Talmud and the Cabala. If the Jew founded medicine, what became 
of the medicine which he founded? The.Middle Ages bequeathed 
none, it is believed, worthy the name of science. Trade was deve- 
loped, not by the Jew, but by the merchants and mariners of the 
great Italian, German, Flemish, and English cities. Its progress in 
England did not in any appreciable way suffer by the absence of the 
Jews from the time of Edward I. to that of Charles II. It may be 
doubted whether even the money trade, which was the special pro- 
vince of the Jew, did not owe at least as much to the bankers of | 
Florence and Augsburg as to any Jewish house. Rossieu St. Hilaire, 
in his history of Spain, while he shows abundant sympathy for Jewish 
wrongs, finds himself compelled to contrast the ‘narrowness and 
rapacity ’ of their commerce with the boldness and grandeur of Arab — 
enterprise. In the early Middle Ages Jews were the great slave- 
dealers. This was not the reproach in those times which it would be 
in ours ; but slave-dealing was never the noblest or the most beneficent 
part of commerce. 

The idea that to exclude the Jew was to shut out commerce and 
prosperity is curiously at variance with the indications of the ethno- 
graphical map at the present day, from which it would appear that 
the number of Jews was nearly in inverse proportion to national well- 
being. In wretched Poland, including Posen and Galicia, the pro- 
portion of them is largest ; they abound in Hungary, in Roumania, in 
the southern parts of Russia; in England and France there are com- 
paratively few ; in Scotland, the soundest and healthiest of commu- 
nities, hardly any. Nothing can really increase the wealth of a 
country but productive industry, in which the Jews stand low. Mere 
money-dealing, though necessary and ,therefore legitimate, is not 
productive, and when it assumes the form of stock-jobbing it is 
anything but beneficent. The success of a Brassey or a Titus Salt 
adds greatly to the general wealth of the community, and stimulates 
industrial energy into the bargain; the success of a stock-jobber no 
more adds to the wealth of the community than does the success of a 
gambler. Stock-jobbing, with the advantage of exclusive information, 
in fact bears a close resemblance to gambling with loaded dice, and 
it is in this way that some of the greatest Jewish fortunes are said to 
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have been made. That the presence in large numbers of a wandering 
race of money-dealers and petty traders does more harm to a nation 
than good is a fact which does not justify the maltreatment of any 
member of that race, but a fact it appears to be. 

In cases where a military race has absolutely refused to engage 
in trade, and has prevented its serfs or rayahs from engaging, the 
Jew has found a natural opening; but while he has filled the gap, he 
has precluded native commerce from coming into existence, as other- 
wise in course of time it would almost certainly have done. 

‘The Jew,’ says Renan, ‘ from that time [that of the final disper- 
gion] to this has insinuated himself everywhere, claiming the benefit 
of common rights. But in reality he has not been within the pale of 
common rights; he has kept his status apart; he has wanted to have 
the same securities as the rest, with: his exceptional privileges and 
special laws into the bargain. He has wished to enjoy the advantages 
of nationality without being a member of the nation, or bearing his 
share of national burdens. And this no people has ever been able to 
endure.’ There is no reason why any people should endure it, at all 
events if the number and influence of the intruders are such as to 
constitute a serious danger to the nation, and the parasite seems likely 
to injure the growth of the tree. In England the Jews are few ; and 
though some of them have made colossal fortunes by stock-broking, the 
aggregate amount of their wealth is not great compared with that of 
the whole country. English writers are therefore able, much at their 
ease, to preach the lessons of a serene philosophy to the Germans, who 
have as many Jews in a single city as there are in the whole of 
England or France, and are moreover threatened with fresh irruptions 

from Poland, that grand reservoir, as even Jewish writers admit, ofall 
that is least admirable in Israel. Seeing the growth of the Jewish 
power in Germany, the immense wealth which it has amassed by 
stock-broking,and which, refusing intermarriage, it holds with a grasp 
almost as tight as mortmain, its influence over the Press, the lines of 
sumptuous mansions which bespeak its riches and its pride, the rapid 
multiplication of its people and the reinforcements which it receives 
from abroad, its tribal exclusiveness and compactness, its disdain of 
manual labour and increasing appropriation of the higher and more 
influential places in the community, a German may be excused for 
feeling apprehensions which in an Englishman would be absurd. No 
wonder if he fancies, as he walks along the principal street of his 
chief city, that he is in some danger of being reduced to the condition 
ef a hewer of wood and a drawer of water for an intrusive race in his 
own land. Not the German only, but any one who feels an interest 
in the fortunes of Germany, may well regard the growth of Jewish in- 
fluence there with some anxiety, at least if he deems it best for the 
world that the great Teutonic nation, at last united and liberated by 
efforts so heroic and at so great a cost, should be allowed to develop 
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its character, and work out its destiny in its own way. German 
patriotism is derided as Philistinism, and it does no doubt sometimes 
manifest itself in ways distasteful to those whose model is Heinrich 
Heine. But it has wrought a great deliverance not only for Germany 
but for Europe. Those who have appealed to it can hardly expect it to 
cool down on the morrow of Sedan: in fact the need of its devotion is 
as yet far from being at an end. That Goethe, who in the calmness 
of his cold and statuesque superiority went to pay his homage to the 
conqueror and oppressor, would have looked with indifference on 
the struggle between German and Semite is very likely; but it was 
not the spirit of Goethe that hurled the soldier against the French 
lines at Gravelotte. This revolt against Semite ascendency may be 
regarded in fact as a natural sequel of the revolts against Austrian 
domination and French intrigue. Crushed by a brood of petty despots, 
Germany, after the Thirty Years’ War, had been lying depressed and 
torpid, the prey of all who chose to prey on her ; she is now awakened 
to national life, feels the blood coursing through her veins again, and 
is successively casting off all her bonds. The economical yoke of the 
Jew becomes as irksome as the rest. In the Danubian Principalities 
a similar revival produces a similar revolt in a coarser and more cruel 
form. 

The situation is a most unhappy one. Such consequences as have 


flowed from the dispersion of the Jews are enough to prove to the — 


optimist that there are real and lasting calamities in history. Re- 
pression, though duty imposes it on a government, does not seem 
hopeful; soldiers may be sent, and some of the Anti-Semitic rioters 
may be shot down, but this will not make the rest of the people love 
the Jew. That the people should ever love the Jew while he adheres 
to his tribalism, his circumcision, and his favourite trades, seems to be 
morally impossible. It is not difficult to frame golden rules by which 
Jews and Gentiles as well as Magyar and Sclav, Anglo-American and 
Negro, shall live in philosophic amity; but it is too certain what the 
practical result will be. The common people know nothing about Lessing 
and Nathan Der Weise ; and if they did they might say with truth that 
the character of Nathan Der Weise is as fictitious as that of the Eastern 
sages of Voltaire. No real solution seems to present itself except the 
abandonment by the Hebrew of his tribalism, with its strange and 
savage rite, and of all that separates him socially from the people among 
whom he dwells. As to the hygienic practices, on the importance of 
which Mr. Wolf insists as a ground for separatism, there is not the 
smallest reason, if they are rational and good, why the Jew should not 
retain them himself, and impart them to other people. Thenceforth, 
if Jewish genius showed itself so superior as Jews assert that it is to 
that of people of other blood, and if any one sought to deny it a fair 
career, there would be justice in assuming him to be actuated by 
envy. We should all be bound to welcome it without prejudice as a 
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purely beneficent power. In England and France such a solution 
seems possible—the Jewish element is here not so large asto defy assi- 
milation and absorption ; but in Germany and Poland it appears very 
remote. 

What can, what ought, the Germans to do? It behoves them 
calmly to consider this question. Violence clearly in any form is 
neither right nor expedient. The Government is bound to put it 
down, and excesses which provoke a deserved reaction will only leave 
Semitism morally stronger and more formidable than ever. The 
withdrawal of political rights, once conceded, is also practically out of 
the question, more especially as the Jew has not only been per- 
mitted to vote but compelled to serve in the army. This last factis 
decisive. On the other hand, no principle political or moral forbids a 
German to use his own vote for the purpose of keeping the govern- 
ment and guidance of the nation in German hands. Of course he is 
equally at liberty to encourage, or refuse to encourage, such journals 
as he thinks fit. Associations against anybody have a very ugly look, 
yet they may be justified by great compactness of tribal organisation 
and corporate activity on the side of the Hebrews. Restraints upon 
immigration are harsh and inhospitable, except in a case of absolute 
necessity. But a case of absolute necessity may be conceived, and the 
land of every nation is its own. The right of self-defence is not con- 
fined to those who are called upon to resist an armed invader. It 
might be exercised with equal propriety, though in a different way, 
by a nation the character and commercial life of which were 
threatened by a great irruption of Polish Jews. The Americans 
think themselves perfectly at liberty to lay restrictions on the immi- 
gration of the Chinese, though the Chinaman with his labourer’s shovel 
is nothing like so formidable an invader as the Jew. In trade the 
sons of those who founded the Free Cities will surely be able, now that 
their energies have been restored and their shackles struck off, to hold 
their own, without legislative protection, against the Hebrew, preter- 
natural as his skill in a special tone of business has become: and 
everything that tends to improve the tone of commerce and diminish 
stock-jobbing will help the Teuton in the race. 

. It bas been said, and I believe truly, that religion is the least 
part of the matter. Yet there is between the modern Jew and the 
compatriot of Luther a certain divergence of general character and 
aim in life connected with religion which makes itself felt beside the 
antagonism of race, and the traces of which appear in the literature of 
this controversy. Judaism is material optimism with a preference to 
a chosen race, while Christianity, whether Catholic or Protestant, is 
neither material nor in a temporal sense optimist. Judaism is 
Legalism, of which the Talmud is the most signal embodiment, and 
here again it is contrasted with Christianity and the Christian Ideal ; 
which is something widely different from the mere observance, how- 
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ever punctual, of the law. In the competition for this world’s goods 
it is pretty clear that the legalist will be apt to have the advantage, 
and at the same time that his conduct will often appear not right to 
those whose highest monitor is not the law. The Agnostic, seeing 
what he deems the reveries of Christianity rejected by the Jew, and 
imagining this to be the cause of quarrel, is ready to take the Jew to 
his heart. But it may be questioned whether he will find the affinity 
so close as at first sight it appears. The Agnostic after all is the 
child of Christendom. He is still practically the liegeman of the 
Christian conscience, whatever account of its genesis he may have 
given to himself. He has a social ideal, not that of the Church, but 
that of humanity, which has come to him through the Church, and 
which is utterly at variance with the pretension of a chosen race. 
Mr. Wolfs text, ‘ Ye shall eat the riches of the Gentiles, aad in their 
` glory shall ye boast yourselves,’ would not express the aspirations of a 
Positivist any more than those of a Christian. 

Apart from these local collisions, there is a general curiosity, not 
unmingled with anxiety, to know what course in politics the enfran- 
chised Jew will take. He is everywhere making his way into the 
political arena, which indeed, under the system of party government, 
suits his traditional habits almost as well as the stock exchange. A 
money power is sure in the main to be conservative, and the in- 
clination of Jewish wealth to the side of reaction: in England and 
other countries is already becoming apparent. Poor Jews will be 
found in the revolutionary, and even in the socialist, camp. But in 
whatever camp the Jew is found he will be apt for some time, unless 
the doctrine of heredity is utterly false, to retain the habits formed 
during eighteen centuries of itinerant existence, without a country, and 
under circumstances which rendered cunning, suppleness, and intrigue 
almost as necessary weapons of self-defence in his case as the sword 
and the lance were in the case of the feudal soldier. He will be often 
disposed to study ‘the spirit of the age’ much as he studies the stock 
list and to turn the knowledge to his own profit in the same way. It 
is very likely that he may sometimes outrun and overact national 
sentiment or even national passion, which he does not himself share. 
This is one of the dangerous liabilities of his character as a statesman. 
It might have been supposed that the Jews, having been for co many 
centuries shut out from military life, would be free from militarism ; 
indeed, a high rank in civilisation has been plausibly claimed for 
them on that ground. Yet a Jewish statesman got up Jingoism 
much as he would have got up a speculative mania for a commercial 
purpose, and his consuming’ patriotism threw quite into the shade that 
of men who, though opposed to Jingoism, would have given their lives 
for the country. Among the ablest and most active organisers of that 
rebellion in the United States which cost a thousand millions ster- 
ing and half a million of lives, was a Jewish senator from Louisiana, 
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who when the crash came, unlike the other leaders, went off to push his 
fortune elsewhere. There was no particular reason why he should not 
do so, being, as he was, a member of a cosmopolitan race; but there 
was a particular reason why the people who had no other country 
should receive his counsels with caution in a question of national life 
or death. A political adventurer will not be sparing of that which 
in the pride of Jewish superiority he regards as ‘gutter blood.’ 
Joseph, being the Prime Minister of Pharaoh, displays his statecraft 
for the benefit of his employer by teaching him to take advantage 
ofthe necessities of the people in a time of famine for the purpose of 
getting them to surrender their freeholds into the royal hands. He 
would no doubt have played the game of an aristocracy or even of a 
democracy in the same spirit, though his natural taste, as an Oriental, 
would lead him if possible to be the vizier of an absolute monarch. 
There are some who think that the Hebrew adventurer, with a cool 
head and a cool heart, may be specially useful as a mediator between 
heated political parties, and a reconciler of the interests which they 
Tepresent. But this is surely a condemnation of party rather than a 
recommendation of the Hebrew. 

Mr. Oliphant, in the work to which reference has already been 
made, proposes that Palestine should be restored to the Jew, with 
some of the vacant country adjoining ; and it appears that this plan 
is not unlikely to be carried into effect. The restoration of their own 
land may have the same good influence upon the Jews which it has had 
upon the Greeks. It is not likely that of those now settled in 
the West any considerable number would ever turn their steps east- 
ward. We know the anecdote of the Parisian Jew who said that if 
the kingdom of Jerusalem was restored he should ask for the 
ambassadorship at Paris; but the westward flow of migration might 
be checked, and from the eastern parts of Europe, where the relations 
of the Jews to the native population are very bad, some of them 
might return to their own land. Mr. Oliphant seems to have little 
hope of seeing the Jews, even it Palestine, take to husbandry, and 
proposes that they should be the landowners, and that the land 
should be tilled for them by ‘fellahs.’ We must assume that 
fellahs convinced of the validity of the Jews’ claim to exemption 
from the indignity of manual labour will be found. But necessity 
would in time compel the Jew once more to handle the plough. The 
situation at all events would be cleared, and the statesmen who are 
now inditing despatches about religious toleration would see that 
Israel is not a sect but a tribe, and that the difficulty with which 
they have to deal arises not merely from difference of opinion, or any 
animosities produced by it, but from consecrated exclusiveness of 
race. 
In one respect the Jew certainly has a right to complain, even in 
a country where his emancipation has been most complete, not of 
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persecution, but of what may be called a want of religious delicac 
courtesy on the part of Christians. He is singled out as the c 
of a special propagandism carried on by such societies as that fc 
conversion of the Jews. The conduct of those who are tryi 
impart to him the truth which they believe necessary to salv 
is not ‘ demoniac, but the reverse; yet it is easy to understan 
annoyance and indignation. The barrenness of this propagandi 
proportion to the money and effort spent on it is notorious 
object against which it is directed is not mere intellectual convi 
but something as ingrained and tenacious as caste. Simple re 
for the Jew’s opinions and perfect religious courtesy are more | 
to reach his mind than any special propaganda. 

Of the lack of theological interest in him the Jew can sc: 
complain. If there has been error here, it has certainly been o 
side of exaggeration. The formal relation of Christianity i 
origin to Judaism perhaps we know; its essential relation, hi 
What was a peasant of Galilee? Under what influence, theol 
or social, did he live? Who can exactly tell? We have a ser 
Lives of Christ, from which eager readers fancy that they derive 
new information about the Master, but which, in fact, are no 
but the gospel narrative shredded and mingled with highly-sea 
descriptions of Jewish customs and of the scenery of the la 
Gennesaret, while the personal idiosyncrasy of the biogr 
strongly flavours the whole. If there are any things of whic 
are sure, they are that Galilee was a place out of which ort! 
Judaism thought that no good could come; that the teaching o 
Galileans was essentially opposed to that of the Jewish doctor 
that Judaism strove to crush Christianity by all the means i 
power. Thus if Israel was the parent of Christendom, it was as | 
in the way of antagonism as in that of generation. There | 
incomparably greater affinity between Christianity and Platoni: 
Stoicism, than between Christianity and the Talmud. The exa 
ated notion of Christians about the importance of the Jews has 
curiously reproduced of late in an unexpected quarter, and un 
most fantastic form. Even when theological belief has dep: 
religious sentiment is not easily expelled, nor does the love o 
mysterious die out at once, especially in a woman’s breast. 
Martineau, after renouncing Theism, indemnified herself with 
meric fancies. The authoress of ‘Daniel Deronda’ in like m: 
indemnified herself with the Jewish mystery. No Jewish my 
except a financial one, exists. Daniel Deronda is a showman wl 
after taking our money, he were desired to raise the curtain, s 
be obliged to confess that he had nothing to show. A rel 
Tribalism, however vast and interesting, is no more hallowed thai 
other boulder of a primæval world. Every tribe was the cl 
people of its own God; and if it were necessary to institute a 
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parison between the different races in respect of their ‘ sacredness,’ 
which it happily is not, the least sacred of all would be that which 
had most persistently refused to come into the allegiance of humanity. 

One more remark is suggested by the discussion of the Jewish 
question, and perbaps it is the most important of all. It is surely 
time for the rulers of Christian Churches in general, and for those of 
the Established Church in-particular, to consider whether the sacred 
books of the Hebrews ought any longer to be presented as they are 
now to Christian people as pictures of the Divine character and of 
the Divine dealings with mankind. Historical philosophy reads 
them with a discriminating eye. It severs the tribal and the 
primeval from the universal, that which is perennially moral, such 
as most of the commandments in the Decalogue, from that which by 
the progress of humanity has ceased to be so. It marks, in the 
midst of that which is utterly unspiritual and belongs merely to 
primitive society or to the Semite of Palestine, the faint dawn of the 

spiritual, and traces its growing brightness through the writings of 
` prophets and psalmists till it becomes day. But the people are not 
historical philosophers. Either they will be misled by the uncritical 
reading of the Old Testament or they will be repelled. Hitherto 
they have been misled, and some of the darkest pages of Christian 
history, including those which record the maltreatment of Jews in so 
far as it was religious, have been the result of their aberrations. 
Now they are being repelled, and the repulsion is growing stronger 
and more visible every day. It is not necessary, and it might be 
irritating, to rehearse the long series of equivocal passages which 
shocked the moral sense of Bishop Colenso, and of which Mr. Inger- 
sol, the great apostle of Agnosticism in America, makes use in 
his popular lectures with terrible effect. The question is one of the 
most practical kind, and it will not well brook delay. It is incom- 
parably more urgent than that of Biblical revision. 

I cannot conclude without repeating that if this was a case of 
opposition to religious liberty, I should thoroughly share the emotions 
and heartily echo the words of Mr. Lucien Wolf. But I have con- 
vinced myself—and I think Mr. Wolf’s own paper when carefully 
examined affords proof—that it is a case of a different kind. 


GOLDWIN SMITH. 


